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inherited bias towards economic individualism. There was
scarcely a man among them of whom the workers and the country
had not the right to be proud: they were sincere, clean-living,
capable, devoted, and incorruptible; and they accepted the social
philosophy of their age. Their aim was to secure benefits for the
worker within the accepted framework of the industrial order—
better wages, shorter hours, sanitary conditions in the factory, and
protection against avoidable injuries in mine and mill. Their
political proposals left the landlord and the capitalist in the undis-
turbed possession and control of rent, profit, and interest. They
envisaged a society in which wages would be higher, employment
safe and secure, and to this modest programme was added 'a vague
aspiration after a more equitable social order/
We young Socialists had a sincere respect for these proved
servants of their class, but their social philosophy had to be opposed,
and our attempt to win trade unionism for Socialism was greatly
helped by the tragedy and the proved futility of the 'strike and
starve' method of settling industrial disputes with which they had
been associated. The only weapon at the disposal of the trade
union leader was the disastrous and outworn method of the strike,
in which the cumulative hunger of the strikers7 children was pitted
against the capital reserves of the well-fed employer. It was a
mad gamble in which the dice were always loaded against the
striker. We did not, however, propose to abandon industrial
action,' but rather to supplement it by political action. In our
view Labour in restricting itself to the method of the strike was in
the position of a half-starved David, compelled to meet the giant
Goliath with one arm tied behind his back, and 'with badly selected
stones in his sling.
It was a bonny and joyous fight. This is not the place for a
detailed account of the political and social history of the period, nor
can I recount the many incidents involving misunderstanding and
broken relationships, which the attack on the old unionism involved;
I can deal only with tendencies and achievements, and refer the
reader to the available histories of this period. We were, of course,
misrepresented, and our motives were misunderstood. We re-
garded ourselves as forerunners; those whose work we criticized
thought us firebrands, and blistering words were used on both
sides. All that is now far behind us: the new unionism fought and
conquered the old, and none of the splendid old pioneers, some of
whom happily remain with us, would wish to return to the ancient

